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Institution: California Lutheran University
Dates of Visit: February 28-March 4, 2009
Accreditation Team

Recommendation: Accreditation

Rationale:

The unanimous recommendation of Accreditation was based on a thorough review of the
institutional self-study; additional supporting documents available during the visit; interviews
with administrators, faculty, candidates, graduates, and local school personnel; along with
additional information requested from program leadership during the visit. The team obtained
sufficient and consistent information that led to a high degree of confidence in making overall
and programmatic judgments about the professional education unit’s operation. The decision
pertaining to the accreditation status of the institution was based upon the following:

Common Standards—

The joint NCATE/CTC team found that each of the Common Standards was met. This includes
the additional sentences from the California Common Standards that are not addressed by the
NCATE standards.

Program Standards —

All Program Standards in all programs were found to be met with the exception of Program
Standard 8 Guidance, Assistance and Feedback, element (b) in the Preliminary Administrative
Services Credential Program. The element states “The support and assessment of each candidate
is coordinated effectively between the candidate's supervising administrator(s), program
supervisor(s) and the candidate.” There was no evidence that the current design of the program
addressed this.

Overall Recommendation —

The team completed a thorough review of program documentation, evidence provided at the site,
additional information provided by program administration and faculty, and interviews with
candidates, program completers, faculty, administrators, employers and other stakeholders.
Based upon this review the team unanimously recommends a decision of Accreditation.

On the basis of this recommendation, the institution is authorized to recommend candidates for
the following credentials:

Initial/Teaching Credentials Advanced/Service Credentials
Multiple Subject Education Specialist Credentials
Multiple Subject Professional Level Il
Multiple Subject Internships Mild/Moderate Disabilities
Multiple Subject BCLAD (Spanish) Moderate/Severe Disabilities

Professional Level 11
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Initial/Teaching Credentials Advanced/Service Credentials
Deaf and Hard of Hearing

Single Subject Reading Language Arts Certificate
Single Subject
Single Subject Internships
Single Subject BCLAD (Spanish)

Education Specialist Credentials Administrative Services
Preliminary Level | Preliminary
Mild/Moderate Disabilities Professional

Mild/Moderate Disabilities Internship
Moderate/Severe Disabilities
Moderate/Severe Disabilities Internship
Deaf and Hard of Hearing
Deaf and Hard of Hearing Internship
Pupil Personnel Services
School Counseling
Child Welfare and Attendance

Staff recommends that:

. The institution's response to the preconditions be accepted.

. California Lutheran University be permitted to propose new credential programs for
approval by the Committee on Accreditation.

. California Lutheran University continue in its assigned cohort on the schedule of
accreditation activities, subject to the continuation of the present schedule of
accreditation activities by the Commission on Teacher Credentialing.
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Accreditation Team

NCATE Team Leader/Co-Chair: John W. Rhodes
Friends University

California Co-Chair: Judith Maxwell Greig
Notre Dame de Namur University

Common Standards Cluster: Mark Cary
Principal, Davis Joint Unified School District, Retired

Karen S. Godfrey
English Teacher, Seaman Unified School District

Sam J. Hausfather
Maryville University of Saint Louis

Michael Kotar
California State University, Chico

Chukwunyere E. Okezie
Marygrove College

Teaching Program Cluster: Steve Turley, Cluster Leader
California State University, Long Beach

Gwen Stowers
National University

Marvilene Hagopian
Sacramento County Office of Education, Retired

Pat Sheehan
Orange County Department of Education

Beth Lasky
California State University, Northridge

Janice Myck-Wayne
California State University, Fullerton

Advanced/Services Programs Suzanne Power, Cluster Leader
Cluster: Alliant International University

Sandee Bonura

Chapman University College
Staff to the Accreditation Team Jo Birdsell, Consultant

Teri Clark, Administrator
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Documents Reviewed

University Catalog
Institutional Self Study
Course Syllabi

Candidate Files

Fieldwork Handbooks
Follow-up Survey Results
Needs Analysis Results

Field Experience Notebooks
Service Learning Assignments
Cooperating Teacher Handbook
Supervisor Handbook

Contact History

Program Planning Sheet

Individual Program Assessment Data Summary
Schedule of Classes

Advisement Documents

Faculty Vitae

College Annual Report

College Budget Plan

Information Booklet

Counseling Rating Form

Interviews Conducted

Team Common Basic/ Advanced/
Leader Standards | Teaching Services TOTAL
Cluster Cluster
Program Faculty 5 24 41 23 93
Institutional Administration 4 10 19 6 39
Candidates 7 45 174 56 282
Graduates 2 3 60 17 82
Employers of Graduates 0 2 20 6 28
Supervising Practitioners 0 9 31 9 49
Advisors 0 0 7 9 16
School Administrators 0 2 18 6 26
Credential Analysts and Staff 0 5 2 1 8
Advisory Committee 0 0 20 1 21
TOTALS 18 100 392 134 644

Note: In some cases, individuals were interviewed by more than one cluster (especially faculty) because of multiple
roles. Thus, the number of interviews conducted exceeds the actual number of individuals interviewed.

Background information
California Lutheran University (CLU) is one of 28 colleges and universities in the United States
that are affiliated with the Evangelical Lutheran Church in America (ELCA), the third largest
Protestant Church body in the country. CLU is the only ELCA college or university founded
since the First World War.

California Lutheran University was founded and continues to develop and grow. After two years
of intensive planning and development, California Lutheran College first opened its doors to
faculty and students in 1961. The institution is relatively young and continues to develop its
character and identity.
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A commitment to liberal undergraduate education in letters, arts, and sciences has always been
central to the mission. From the beginning the institution was also committed to preparing
academically and professionally competent educators. As its vision and mission expanded along
with its physical plant and facilities, CLC became California Lutheran University in 1986. This
transformation in both name and structure saw the creation of a College of Arts and Sciences,
School of Business, School of Education, and the formalization of adult re-entry work into the
highly successful Adult Degree Program (ADEP). This structure has enabled the University to
provide the liberal undergraduate and pre-professional education envisioned by its founders and
to respond to the social and occupational needs of its community.

California Lutheran University is a diverse scholarly community dedicated to excellence in the
liberal arts and professional studies. Rooted in the Lutheran tradition of the Christian faith, the
University encourages critical inquiry into matters of both faith and reason. The mission of
California Lutheran University is to educate leaders for a global society who are strong in
character and judgment, confident in their identity and vocation, and committed to service and
justice.

The University currently offers baccalaureate degrees with 36 majors and 31 minors, in addition
to professional preparation programs in specialized areas. Undergraduate enrollment consists of
over 1600 traditional, full-time students representing 30 states and 19 countries and an additional
300 undergraduates who are enrolled in the Adult Degree Evening Program. CLU offers
master’s degrees and credential programs on campus and at off-campus centers in Ventura and
Los Angeles Counties.

All graduate programs are designed to accommodate adults who are employed full time and
pursuing coursework on a part-time basis. Each semester more than 1000 students are enrolled in
credential and graduate programs in Business Administration, Computer Science, Education,
Marital and Family Therapy, Psychology, and Public Policy and Administration. The School of
Education enrolls more than half of these post-baccalaureate students each year.

Enrollment information noted in the Institutional Self Study Report for CLU are:
» Total Enrollment: 3499
 Undergraduate: 2196
« Graduate: 1303

Education Unit

The unit is defined as the School of Education (SOE). The School of Education is one of two
graduate/professional schools at CLU, the other being the School of Business. The SOE offers
programs leading to credentials and masters degrees for elementary and secondary teachers;
special educators, school counselors, school administrators, and reading/curriculum leaders. The
SOE also offers Ed.D. programs for K-12 and higher education leaders.

Education Programs are offered on the main campus and at graduate centers at the following
locations: Oxnard Campus, Woodland Hills Campus, Los Angeles Unified School District and
Professional Development School Sites (Flory Academy of Sciences and Technology and Los
Cerritos Middle School).
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Although courses are offered at various locations, the program itself does not vary from one
location to another. The same program and curriculum is offered at every location. The centers
have been established primarily for candidate convenience and are located with easy freeway
access. Full time faculty (and some part time faculty as well) drive to the various locations to
teach, so that every student receives the same level and quality of instruction. WASC does not
consider these programs to be off-campus programs due to their proximity to the main campus.
Candidates themselves take often take classes at more than one location. Distance learning
technologies are currently used only to supplement classroom-based instruction.

According to the Institutional Self Study Report, there are 22 full time faculty members: 15
tenure track professors and 6 non tenure track professors. Some of the non tenure track
professors are former superintendents and retired faculty from other institutions. Faculty in the
SOE participate actively in research and service both on and off campus

Table 1
Program Review Status
Program Level Number of Candidates Agency or Association
(Initial or Enrolled or Admitted Reviewing Programs
Program Name Advanced)
Multiple Subject Initial 59 CTC
Single Subject Initial 68 CTC
Education Specialist M/M, M/S, Initial 70 CTC
Levels | & Il including interns
Education Specialist DHH— Initial 14 CTC
Levels | & Il including interns
Reading Language Arts Advanced 9 CTC
Certificate
Preliminary and Professional Advanced 11 CTC
Administrative Services
Credential including interns
Pupil Personnel Services Advanced 108 CTC
Credential: School Counseling
Child Welfare and Attendance Advanced 2 CTC
Specialization

The Visit

This was a joint visit with a team from the Commission on Teaching Credentialing using CTC
standards for program review. The NCATE and CTC teams met regularly during the visit to
exchange information and cross verify findings. The existing state protocol was followed. There
were no unusual circumstances affecting this visit.
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NCATE STANDARDS/CCTC COMMON STANDARDS

STANDARD 1: Candidate Knowledge, Skills, and Professional Dispositions

Candidates preparing to work in schools as teachers or other school professionals know and
demonstrate the content knowledge, pedagogical content knowledge and skills, pedagogical and
professional knowledge and skills, and professional dispositions necessary to help all students
learn. Assessments indicate that candidates meet professional, state, and institutional standards.

Information reported in the institutional report for Standard 1 was validated in the exhibits and
interviews. (If not, provide an explanation and indicate the pages of the IR that are incorrect.)

X Yes O No

Element Unacceptable | Acceptable | Target
la. Content Knowledge for Teacher Candidates —
Initial Teacher Preparation X
la. Content Knowledge for Teacher Candidates —
Advanced Teacher Preparation X

Summary of Findings for Initial Teacher Preparation:

The California Subject Examination for Teachers (CSET) is used to assess content knowledge of
initial level teacher candidates for Multiple (elementary) and Single (secondary) Subject
credentials, as well as Level 1 Education Specialist (special education) credential candidates. The
California Lutheran University (CLU) pass rate for program completers was 100% by the time
candidates enter the methods course block.

Conditions for obtaining California subject matter competence should be noted. (1) All candidates
for the Multiple Subject credential must pass the CSET. (2) Single Subject and Education
Specialist candidates can meet subject matter competence requirements by passing the CSET in
the subject they will teach or by completing a state approved subject matter preparation
program.

At CLU, each state approved subject matter preparation program includes a capstone course that
assesses the candidate’s knowledge of content. The unit requires candidates to be fully subject
matter competent prior to admission to clinical practice (the full-time student teaching block in a
program). Many Single Subject candidates obtain subject matter competence through a state
approved program.

Content knowledge and its application to teaching is also assessed through grade point averages.
At admission, candidates must have a minimum cumulative GPA of 2.7. Candidates must also
maintain a 3.0 or better GPA while in a teacher preparation program. Average undergraduate
program GPAs for applicants to initial teacher preparation programs for fall 2007 through fall
2008 was 2.83 for candidates not also earning master’s degree and 3.54 for candidates earning a
master’s. The unit also requires candidates to pass the California Basic Educational Skills Test
(CBEST) prior to entry to clinical practice which results in a 100% pass rate for program
completers. Additionally, all Multiple Subject credential candidates and Level | Education
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Specialist credential candidates must verify that they have the knowledge and skills to provide
effective reading instruction by passing the Reading Instructional Competence Assessment
(RICA), a state requirement, prior to being credentialed. The unit’s overall pass rate on the RICA
was 100% for the past three years.

The unit also monitors content knowledge of initial teacher candidates through signature
assignments. These are assignments within programs that are aligned with the conceptual
framework, candidate standards such as the Teaching Performance Expectations (TPESs), and
program goals. California Teaching Performance Expectations are 13 standards for Multiple and
Single Subject candidates similar to INTASC standards. On signature assignments instructors rate
candidates on TPEs related to content knowledge such as TPE 1 Pedagogical Skills for Subject
Matter Instruction (average rating over the last four semesters was 4.2 on a scale of 1 - 5) and
TPE 4 Make Content Accessible (average rating was 3.8). Evidence for this was displayed in
Individual Program Assessment Data Summary (IPADS) documents used for reporting
assessment information to the state.

For the special education program the unit has developed program outcomes from state standards
of candidate competence. Two outcomes are related to content knowledge. Instructors rate
candidates on signature assignments related to planning instruction and design learning
experiences for students with special needs (average rating for the past four semesters was 4.2)
and understanding and organizing subject matter knowledge of special needs students (average
rating 4.5). For the program for teachers of the deaf and hard of hearing two related program
outcomes signature assignments are rated. Planning instruction and designing learning
experiences for students with hearing loss (average rating 4.6), and understanding and organizing
subject matter knowledge for students with hearing loss (average rating 4.5). Data was available
for only one semester in this newer program with a small number of candidates.

Interviews with candidates and other program participants confirmed that the level of candidate
content knowledge for teaching is good. Master teachers and administrators speak highly of the
content preparation of candidates.

The unit participates in the Comprehensive Evaluation of Teacher Preparation surveys of initial
program graduates and employers (supervisors) about graduates’ preparation conducted by the
California Center for Teacher Quality. Data reported are from surveys administered near the end
of the first year of teaching. Eighty percent of program completers and 91 percent of employers
report that CLU teacher candidates from 2005 — 2007 were either well or adequately prepared in
content knowledge. Similar institution results show that 80 percent of program completers and
91 percent of employers report adequate or better content preparation.

Summary of Findings for Advanced Teacher Preparation:

The unit offers advanced programs for teachers that include Education Specialist Level |1
programs in Mild/Moderate, Moderate/Severe, and Deaf and Hard of Hearing, and the MA in
Curriculum and Instruction (This program is currently not accepting new candidates during
redesign.). Candidates in the MA in Educational Leadership Program can also prepare for teacher
leader roles, and the California Reading Certificate can be earned along with the Curriculum and
Instruction master’s or the Educational Leadership Program. State licensure tests for content
knowledge are not available for programs at the advanced level. Candidates in advanced programs
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for teaching must hold basic (initial) teaching credentials through which content knowledge was
verified.

On admission to these programs the unit rates candidates on a personal statement, an interview, a
reflective essay, and letters of recommendation. The unit has developed rubrics for these ratings.
Candidates must also have a previous GPA of 3.0 or better or take the Graduate Record
Examination, and hold a Level I or Preliminary teaching credential. Deaf and Hard of Hearing
Program applicants must also have completed prerequisite courses: EDTP 506 Child and
Adolescent Growth and Development, EDTP 521 Literacy and Language in Diverse Classrooms
- Elementary, and EDTP 522 Teaching I: Planning and Methods for Content Standards —
Elementary or EDTP 522 Teaching I: Planning and Methods for Content Standards —
Elementary, as well as a course equivalent to Deaf Culture and American Sign Language.

IPADS documents for each program display data on characteristics related to candidates’ content
knowledge at admission. For example, For the Deaf and Hard of Hearing (DHH) Program
candidates admitted to the spring 2008 Level 11 cohort (first cohort) had an average GPA of 3.81.
Candidates admitted to the Education Specialist Level 11 program from fall 2007 through fall 2008
had an average GPA of 3.5.

The unit also monitors content knowledge of advanced teacher candidates through signature
assignments. Faculty rate special education candidates at an average of 4.5 on 5-point scale on
understanding and organizing subject matter instruction from fall 2006 through spring 2008.
During that same period the average rating by master teachers and supervisors was 4.1 on a
similar characteristic, planning and implementing instruction, at a mid-program transition point.
Another indicator of advanced teacher candidate content knowledge is the classroom based
research project completed by master’s degree candidates. From fall 2006 through fall 2008 there
were 26 completers.

Much of the assessment data for advanced programs for teachers that are connected to other
programs or initial credential programs were found to be aggregated across programs.

1b. Pedagogical Content Knowledge for Teachers
— Initial Teacher Preparation X
1b. Pedagogical Content Knowledge for Teachers
— Advanced Teacher Preparation X

Summary of Findings for Initial Teacher Preparation:

For Multiple and Single Subject Teacher Preparation Programs pedagogical content knowledge for
teacher candidates is related to California Teaching Performance Expectations, TPE 1 (Making
Subject Matter Comprehensible), TPE 4 (Making Content Accessible), and TPE 9 (Instructional
Planning). Candidates develop pedagogical content skills through foundations and methods
courses that, for example, include an introduction to educational psychology, study in child and
adolescent development, issues surrounding students with special needs and English language
learners and the historical and philosophical context of diversity Examination of course plans
shows the unit offers initial programs through a logical sequence of courses.

Prior to admission candidates complete courses in the Foundations Block and at least 40 hours of
fieldwork, where candidates serve as participant-observer in public preK-12 classrooms. During
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the Methods Block candidates are assigned to classrooms for three half days a week for a
semester. Each is mentored by a cooperating teacher and supervised by a university supervisor.
Courses include extensive methodology instruction. In the Full-Time Student Teaching Block
candidates complete fifteen weeks of student teaching and one advanced methods course.

Multiple and Single Subject candidates are assessed on signature assignments designed to measure
progress on the TPEs on a five point scale with five being high. Candidates also self-rate on the
TPEs at the end of relevant courses. Combined average ratings of faculty for TPEs 1, 4, and 9 for
fall 2006 through spring 2008 was 4.0; self-ratings by candidates for this period averaged 4.15.
These programs are transitioning to assessment by the California Teaching Performance
Assessment in spring 2009.

The Education Specialist Level | program has established program outcomes related to state
standards for candidates. Program outcomes related this element are plan instruction and design
learning experiences for students with special needs and understand and organize subject matter
knowledge for students with special needs. The majority of candidates are interns, employed in
schools while they complete program coursework that includes foundations and methods
courses. The program was designed to provide a cohesive experience for teacher candidates,
whether pre-service or in-service. Courses emphasize characteristics common in all
children/youth and develop knowledge and skills needed to teach children with exceptional needs
as well as diverse learners with special needs. Placements are varied to provide experiences with
issues related to people with disabilities, with much done in inclusive and integrated settings. In
the Deaf and Hard of Hearing program, aggregated average score on assignments related program
outcomes on this element was 4.8.

Candidates are assessed on signature assignments aligned with program outcomes and they
prepare electronic portfolios to document their progress. The aggregated rating for program
outcomes for this element for fall 2006 through spring 2008 was 4.3 on a 5-point scale with five
being high.

In programs, faculty model integration of technology in courses. Candidates submit assignments
to their e-portfolios. They are expected to use applications such as Microsoft Office. They also
videotape lessons, plan and present lessons using technology and analyze the results. Scores on
technology signature assignments averaged 4.0 over recent semesters. Education Specialist
candidates learn about the latest technology applications for teaching and helping children with
special needs in professional development workshops offered by the county office of education.
Interviews confirm that CLU candidates are well prepared to use technology for instructional
purposes. Conversations with candidates and cooperating teachers indicate that schools vary in
the technology resources available for instruction but many good opportunities exist.

In interviews candidates cited many examples that demonstrated strong pedagogical content
knowledge. Cooperating teachers and area administrators spoke highly of the quality and abilities
of candidates from CLU.

Comprehensive Evaluation of Teacher Preparation surveys of initial program graduates and
employers about graduates’ preparation related to Pedagogical Content Knowledge indicate that
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88 percent of employers and 89 percent of program completers report that CLU teacher
candidates from 2004 — 2006 were well or adequately prepared. Similar institution results show
that 86 percent of employers and 81 percent of program completers report that graduates were
well or adequately prepared. Over the same period, 87% of CLU graduates felt well or
adequately prepared to use computer-based technology in class activities and to keep class
records.

Summary of Findings for Advanced Teacher Preparation:

Information for element 1.b. for advanced teacher preparation was included in the IR
response to element 1.c. Professional and Pedagogical Knowledge and SKills for
Teacher Candidates. Candidates in the Curriculum and Instruction Master's program
(that includes the Reading Certificate Program Option) are assessed on pedagogical
content knowledge through signature assignments and a portfolio defense on
program outcomes related to National Board standards.

The Reading Certificate Option especially, includes a series of school and student-
focused case studies. Aggregated average ratings of candidates by multiple faculty on
these outcomes for 2006 through 2007 was 4.5 out of five.

The unit aggregated data from Educational Specialist M/M and M/S Level Il and Deaf and Hard
of Hearing Level Il related to element 1.b. with data from Level I. Aggregated scores are reported
above with initial programs.

1c. Pedagogical and Professional Knowledge and

Skills for Teachers — Initial Teacher Preparation X
1c. Pedagogical and Professional Knowledge and
Skills for Teachers — Advanced Teacher X

Preparation

Summary of Findings for Initial Teacher Preparation:

Several California TPEs are related to this element including TPE 5 Student
Engagement, TPE 6 Developmentally Appropriate Teaching Practices, TPE 7 Teaching
English Learners, TPE 8 Learning About Students, TPE 10 Instructional Time, TPE 11
Social Environment, TPE 12 Professional, Legal, and Ethical Obligations, and TPE 13
Professional Growth. Candidates develop professional and pedagogical knowledge
and skills in program courses and field experiences through which they develop
lesson and unit plans, apply instructional strategies in classrooms, and reflect on the
results of these teaching experiences.

Multiple and Single Subject candidates complete a series of signature assignments
that include lesson plans, presentations, case studies, reflections, videos, and reports.
The aggregated average score on these assignments for fall 2006 through spring 2008
was 4.2. Candidates’ aggregated self-ratings on TPEs related to pedagogical and
professional knowledge for the same period was 3.9. Candidates are also rated on
their performance on TPEs in school placements and student teaching. Through the
period reported in IPADS the vast majority of candidates were rated at the
“beginning practice” (highest level).

Special education candidates are assessed through coursework and field experiences
on program outcomes related to this standard including, create and maintain an
effective environment for students with special needs, engage and support all special
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needs students in learning, represent the different roles of a special educator, including
interactions with parents, and develop as a professional special educator. For the fall
2006 through spring 2008 period the aggregated average score for these outcomes was
4.1 out of five. Deaf and hard of hearing program candidates are assessed on program
outcomes similar to those listed for education specialist candidates. Data was
collected during the time period reviewed through two different rating systems.
Across these programs outcomes aggregated averages of candidate scores were at the
top rating or very close to the top rating given.

Comprehensive Evaluation of Teacher Preparation data from initial program completers shows
that on selected questions related to professional and pedagogical skills for teachers, 84.3 percent
of CLU program completers report that they were either well or adequately prepared, while 86%
of supervisors rated them this way. Data is from 2004 — 2006 graduates. Program completers at
similar units were rated well or adequately prepared by 78.5% of candidates and 82.7% of
employers.

Summary of Findings for Advanced Teacher Preparation:

Professional and pedagogical knowledge development in programs at the advanced levels is
accomplished through foundations, advanced methodology and field experience courses. In these
courses candidates become aware of the political, historical, social and philosophical foundations
of education. Candidates are taught about being reflective practitioners and they are given many
opportunities to practice self-reflection for their professional growth. Candidates provided ample
and impressive examples of reflection and its impact on their progress.

Curriculum and Instruction master’s degree candidates do school-based action research projects.
Reading Certificate candidates conduct case studies, and develop and implement intervention
plans to improve student learning. These candidates demonstrate ability to use research and
technology. Aggregated assessment data related to this element showed an average rating of 4.5
out five.

The unit aggregated data from Educational Specialist M/M and M/S Level Il and Deaf and Hard
of Hearing Level 11 related to element 1.c. with data from Level I. Aggregated scores are reported
above with initial programs.

1d. Student Learning for Teachers — Initial X
Teacher Preparation
1d. Student Learning for Teachers — Advanced X
Teacher Preparation

Summary of Findings for Initial Teacher Preparation:

Basic credential candidates assess students learning and use results to modify instruction to
develop successful learning experiences for all students. California TPEs guide preparation and
assessment of candidates for this element. Those related are TPE 2 Monitors Student Learning
During Instruction and TPE 3 Interpretation and Use of Assessments. These are measured in the
signature assignments that show aggregated average ratings for fall 2006 through spring 2008 of
4.15 on a 5-point scale.

In special education programs, candidates complete signature assignments on program outcomes
that address assessing, monitoring, and implementing student-learning activities. The aggregated
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average score for candidates in the fall 2006 through 2008 period was 4.2. Aggregated scores on
assignments related to state standards that give evidence of the candidates' ability on this element
was 4.7.

Comprehensive Teacher Evaluation surveys indicate a high level of candidate preparation. In
surveys of program graduates from 2004 — 2006, 84.3% of CLU initial credential graduates
reported that they were well or adequately prepared on questions related to this element.
Employers rated 86.1% of CLU graduates as well or adequately prepared. Comparison with
similar institutions show that employers rate 82.7% as well or adequately prepared teachers and
graduates rate 78.5%.

Candidates were able to cite many examples of differentiating instruction to meet the individual
cultural, language, and learning needs for the diverse populations of students in area schools.
They, and cooperating teachers, reported attending IEP meetings and working with special
education teachers. Examples of activities are documented in candidate work samples reviewed
during the visit.

Summary of Findings for Advanced Teacher Preparation:

The Curriculum and Instruction master’s degree program assesses candidates on two outcomes
for this element. They are, understanding social and cultural influences that impact students'
learning experiences and environment (aggregated recent portfolio defense score was 4.6 on a 5-
point scale), and using the most current and research-based teaching and assessment techniques to
meet the educational needs of all students (aggregated portfolio defense score of 4.5).

le. Professional Knowledge for Other School
Professionals X

Summary of Findings:

CLU offers programs for other school personnel. These are the Educational Leadership Program
(for the California Administrative Services Credential) and the School Counselor Program (for the
Pupil Personnel Services credential with additional certification for Child Welfare and
Attendance).

Candidates are assessed on goals related to professional knowledge for both programs. For
Educational Leadership the goal is: A school administrator is an educational leader who promotes
the success of all students by advocating, nurturing, and sustaining a school culture, and
instructional program conducive to student learning and staff professional growth. The aggregated
average signature assignment score related to this goal was 3.7 on a 4-point scale over the past
three years. Candidate portfolios are also scored on this goal. The aggregated score for the last
four cohorts was 4.4 a 5-point scale.

School counselor candidates are assessed on designing, implementing, and evaluating standards-
driven, comprehensive counseling and guidance programs in K-12 schools that are need-based.
The signature assignment for this goal is an analysis paper on an ASCA model program. The
aggregated average score of candidates from fall 2006 through summer 2008 was 4.7 on a 5-point
scale. The aggregated score on the related comprehensive exam question was 3.4 also on a 5-point
scale.

The Doctor of Education degree program is offered in two versions, Educational Leadership (K-
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12) and Higher Education Leadership. The Educational Leadership K-12 program is designed to
empower professionals to enhance their abilities and position them for heightened leadership
roles. The program provides the conceptual lenses, tools of inquiry, and values to positively
influence educational organizations and the people who learn and work in them through seven
main goals:

1. Modeling moral and ethical practice

2. Leading organizational change in a diverse society

3. Establishing a caring and collaborative learning community

4. Supporting the principles of teaching and learning

5. Utilizing the principles of effective administration and technology

6. Evaluating the individual organizational and societal contexts of education

7. Designing research that addresses education issues
The Higher Education Leadership program is designed to increase competence in ten areas of
professional practice. They are:
The context of education
Student success
Teaching and learning
Leading change
Management and administration
Diversity and intercultural maturity
Research skills that make a difference
Technology

9. Moral and ethical practice
10. Care and collaboration

At admission candidates are rated on their educational backgrounds, GRE scores, professional
experience, scholarly productivity and/or promise, and program fit and/or promise. The
aggregated average admission score rating for six recent cohorts was 3.4 on a 4-point scale.
Throughout the programs candidates are assessed on signature assignments that address issues of
educational foundations and history, leadership, practice, and policy. Issues regarding the
relationship of education and technology, the importance of working with communities and
families are explored, and candidates acquire an understanding of current research methodology.
The aggregated average of scores on signature assignments from fall 2006 through spring 2008
was 3.96 on a 4-point scale.

N~ wNE

The Ed.D. dissertation is a culminating experience that provides doctoral students with
opportunities to apply their skills as educational leaders to the complex problems and issues
facing contemporary educational organizations. Twenty-six of 32 candidates have successfully
completed dissertations since the programs began in 2002.

Interviews with candidates, graduates, and faculty confirmed and strengthened perceptions of
these advanced programs as being highly effective for extending the learning of educational
professionals. Many interviewees talked about the community and family feelings they have for
their faculty and program colleagues.

1f. Student Learning for Other School
Professionals X

Summary of Findings:
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Candidates in programs for other school personnel are prepared to use assessment and research
data to establish and modify environments, instruction and processes to support student learning
in their areas of responsibility. Candidates complete assignments related to this element.

School counseling candidates collect and analyze data on student learning and apply strategies for
improving student learning in their instructional settings. They are rated on program goals related
to counseling students on personal and social development, academic development, and the effect
of social and cultural influences on learning. The aggregated score for signature assignments from
fall 2006 through spring 2008 is 4.38 on a 5-point scale. The aggregated comprehensive exam
score for the same period is 3.7 on a 4-point scale or a 100% pass rate.

Educational administration candidates develop vision statements to lead schools. The CLU
program assesses candidates' ability to create positive environments for students, interact with
families and understand policy contexts in a number of ways. Candidates complete assignments
and are scored on assessments that measure their ability to promotes success of all students by:
» advocating, nurturing, and sustaining a school culture and instructional program conducive
to student learning and staff professional growth
» collaborating with families and community members, responding to diverse community
interests and needs, and mobilizing community resources.
» understanding, responding to, and influencing the larger political, social, economic, legal, and
cultural context.
The aggregated average scores for assignments related to these program goals for fall 2006 through
spring 2008 was 4.95 for assignments scored on a 5-point scale, 3.8 for assignments scored on a
4-point scale, and 4.4 for portfolios scores on a 5-point scale.

Candidates in the doctoral program for educational leaders (K-12) and higher education also focus
on student learning. Scores on assignments related to goals on student learning are aggregated with
scores in the information above on element 1.e.

In interviews, candidates and graduates of programs for other school professionals commented on
the quality and value of these programs in furthering their professional goals and in making them
more effective educators.

1g. Professional Dispositions | | X |

Summary of Findings for Initial Teacher Preparation
As part of the conceptual framework, built on the concept that “reflective principled educators”
STRIVE to ... The STRIVE acronym defines candidate’s dispositions for all candidates in initial
and advanced programs. The concepts associated with STRIVE are:

Serve as mentors for moral and ethical leadership,

Think critically to connect theory with practice,

Respect all individuals,

Include and respond to the needs of all learners,

Value diversity, and

Empower individuals to participate in educational growth and change.
These dispositions have been a guide to unit programs for several years. Dispositions are
communicated with candidates through numerous materials including program brochures, all
syllabi, assessments, School of Education website and especially through courses and
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experiences. They form the basis for many candidate reflections. Candidates, faculty, and
community partners across most programs were aware of, and discussed the unit’s dispositions.
In interviews, candidates and faculty provided examples of activities to help candidates learn
about the dispositions, and importantly about the positive effects of the STRIVE system on how
they think about professional education as well as their personal and professional growth.

The dispositions are brought to fruition “through engagement in” a series of ACTION
statements. Dispositions are assessed at numerous points throughout each program. Ratings of
candidates on dispositions are made by faculty, as part of scoring of some signature assignments,
by university supervisors, cooperating teachers and other district-employed supervisors, and
candidates make self-ratings. The unit maintains aggregated ratings of dispositions in unit
assessment reports, the IPADS documents.

Interviews with candidates, faculty, staff, and others associated with each initial and advanced
program indicated an awareness of, and recognition of the importance of dispositions to the
overall distinctiveness of CLU programs and individual candidates.

Summary of Findings for Advanced Teacher Preparation
The statement in the Summary of Findings for Initial Programs statement above applies to
professional dispositions for candidates in advanced teacher preparation programs.

Summary of Findings for the Preparation of Other School Professionals
The statement in the Summary of Findings for Initial Programs statement above applies to
professional dispositions for candidates in advanced programs for other school personnel.

Data on disposition ratings is displayed on a variety of forms specific to each program and
reported in that program’s IPADS document. By program completion all candidates are at an
acceptable level for STRIVE dispositions.

Overall Assessment of the Standard

Candidates participating in California Lutheran University, School of Education are being well
prepared as educators across the elements of Standard 1. Candidate dispositions are specifically
delineated clearly communicated and appear to be applied by all members of the CLU educational
community, and frequently assessed. The unit offers programs that have carefully planned
sequences of courses and experiences to ensure that all candidates have sufficient professional,
pedagogical and pedagogical content knowledge and skills to have a positive impact on learning
for the students with whom they will come in contact.

Areas for Improvement and Rationales:
* AFIs corrected from last visit —

1. The unit lacks evidence that single subject candidates are acquiring the content-specific
pedagogy needed to teach their content well. (ITP) (ADV)

Rationale: The unit now offers content specific pedagogy courses for Single Subject
candidates taught by subject area specialists and K-12 teachers who teach these subjects
and have recognized expertise in the pedagogy of these subjects.
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e AFIs continued from last visit - None
« New AFIs - None

NCATE Recommendation for Standard 1 Initial - Met
NCATE Recommendation for Standard 1 Advanced — Met

State Team Decision: Met

Corrections to the Institutional Report: None
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STANDARD 2. Assessment System and Unit Evaluation

The unit has an assessment system that collects and analyzes data on applicant qualifications,
candidate and graduate performance, and unit operations to evaluate and improve the
performance of candidates, the unit, and its programs.

Information reported in the institutional report for Standard 2 was validated in the exhibits and
interviews. (If not, provide an explanation and indicate the pages of the IR that are incorrect.)

X Yes O No

Element Unacceptable | Acceptable | Target
2a. Assessment System — Initial Teacher X
Preparation
2a. Assessment System — Advanced Preparation X

Summary of Findings for Initial Teacher Preparation

As noted in the Assessment Handbook and program IPADS, the unit’s assessment system
clearly reflects the conceptual framework’s STRIVE statements and consistently refers to
professional and institutional standards. A review of the biennial IPADS reports reveals initial
program assessments all closely linked to the California Teaching Performance Expectations and
data aggregated around these standards. An advisory committee of area education leaders has
discussed aspects of the assessment system, and it is regularly reviewed at SOE faculty meetings.
Through these processes, the unit has continued to improve its assessment system and is in the
process of moving all processes to TaskStream electronic portfolio. The assessment system
includes a wide range of evaluation measures at five transition points. At admission, assessment
data is compiled in areas such as GPA, interview, personal statement, and letter of
recommendation. Entry and exit from clinical practice include assessment data on numerous
signature assignments, self and faculty assessments, pre-student teaching and student teaching
assessments. Program completion data include exit survey data. Finally, alumni and employment
data is available from a unit alumni and employer survey as well as the California State
University Chancellor’s Office Survey. Course evaluation data is also carefully reviewed by
course, instructor, program and site. The assessment system allows for decisions to be made
about candidate performance based on the use of data readily available to faculty and
administrators. Faculty has collaborated within their departments in developing signature
assignments including eliminating bias in assessments. Little effort appears to have been made
toward ensuring the fairness, accuracy, and consistency of assessment procedures. Cooperating
teachers reported some concerns regarding their understandings of scoring procedures. Most
rubrics used in scoring remain basic and do not describe specific behaviors assigned to scores.
While discussions of assessment data occurred at unit and department faculty meetings, minimal
evidence was found for faculty discussion or training around consistent scoring of assessments.
No validity studies have been done. While some initial programs are moving to a state-mandated
performance assessment requiring extensive training and validity assurances, these trainings have
just been initiated and only for multiple subject and single subject programs.

Summary of Findings for Advanced Teacher Preparation and/or the Preparation of Other School
Professionals
The unit assessment system noted above for the most part remains in place at the advanced level.
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A review of the biennial IPADS reports reveals advanced program assessments are linked to the
appropriate California professional standards. The addition of advanced programs during the last
five years has resulted in additional discussion and development of assessment components into
some advanced programs and more in-depth review by the advisory committee of area education
leaders. The assessment system includes a wide range of evaluation measures at five transition
points. At admission, assessment data is compiled in areas such as GPA, interview, personal
statement, and letter of recommendation. Completion of coursework includes such areas as
assessment data on numerous signature assignments, self and supervisor ratings, and
comprehensive exams or defense. Program completion data include exit survey data. Finally,
alumni and employment data is available from an alumni and employer survey. Course evaluation
data is also carefully reviewed by course, instructor, program and site. The assessment system
allows for decisions to be made about candidate performance based on the use of data readily
available to faculty and administrators. Faculty has collaborated within their departments in
developing signature assignments including eliminating bias in assessments. Only limited effort
appears to have been made toward ensuring the fairness, accuracy, and consistency of assessment
procedures. Some supervisors in leadership programs reported concerns regarding their
understandings of scoring procedures. Although some departments have begun further
development of rubrics, many rubrics used in scoring remain basic and do not describe specific
behaviors assigned to scores. For instance, the doctoral program has developed in-depth rubrics
for some courses but has not yet calibrated them. While discussions of assessment data occurred
at unit and department faculty meetings, minimal evidence was found for faculty discussion or
training around consistent scoring of assessments. No validity studies have been done.

2b. Data Collection, Analysis, & Evaluation-

Initial Teacher Preparation X
2b. Data Collection, Analysis, & Evaluation-
Initial Teacher Preparation — Advanced X

Preparation

Summary of Findings for Initial Teacher Preparation

The unit has designed and maintains a comprehensive system for collecting, analyzing, and
evaluating data within its assessment system. A unit assessment committee oversees the
assessment process for the unit and coordinates with departments and programs. SOE graduate
admissions staff input admissions data for all candidates in a paper file and in the university’s
Datatel student database upon admission to the university. A credentials analyst then creates an
Access file for each candidate through which most transition point and field experience placement
information is recorded, including test completion. All unit faculty and staff have access to this
database through a shared common v-drive and can use this information with students
individually or to review group data. Program directors, department chairs, and staff compile
transition data reports from this database for reporting to program and unit faculty at department
and unit meetings and unit assessment retreats. In 1999, the unit created an electronic portfolio
system, Profport, for grading, feedback, analysis, and compilation of candidate work, including
the signature assignments, journals, and field placement evaluations. This system allowed the unit
to compile candidate assessment data by program and unit. Assessment data is organized by
professional (state) standards or institutional (STRIVE) standards. Given evolving technology
and personnel changes, the unit is in the process of moving to the TaskStream electronic portfolio
system to allow for greater flexibility in data analysis and reporting. Other candidate assessment
data collected outside these systems include exit surveys, student course evaluations, alumni and
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employer surveys, and the CSU Chancellor’s Office Survey. Data from these sources are
compiled for the biennial IPADS report to the California CTC. These program reports include
survey and other indicated data disaggregated for each program. Faculty meeting minutes and
agendas along with faculty interviews confirm that data from these sources are regularly reviewed
and analyzed by program and unit faculty. The unit’s Data Collection Plan outlines the ongoing
review and analysis of data, timelines for collecting and reviewing data, and where data are stored.
The unit has just recently established a calendar to ensure assessment data is reviewed within
established program and SOE meetings throughout the academic year. At this point, assessment
practices cohere to reflect a unit-wide system with clear purposes for program data and unit data.
The unit has no alternative routes, unique off-campus or distance learning programs for initial
candidates. Records of candidate complaints are kept in individual advising files, including all
notes and formal correspondence and records of resolutions. The Assistant Dean is charged with
oversight of student concerns across the unit. Given the small size of the program faculty within
areas, candidate complaint information and resulting recommendations for changes are discussed
at program faculty meetings.

Summary of Findings for Advanced Teacher Preparation and/or the Preparation of Other School
Professionals

The unit assessment system is for the most part the same for initial and advanced candidates and
programs. Datatel and the v-drive are similarly used for advanced programs, although the v-drive
does not include the credential information initial programs require. Advanced programs have
likewise been using the Profport electronic portfolio system except for the Pupil Personnel
Services credential programs. Those programs have been compiling significant assessment data by
hand, but will be making the transition to TaskStream along with all other programs beginning
this summer (2009). While somewhat different assessment instruments and data sources are used,
minutes and interviews confirm that advanced program faculty and unit staff regularly review and
analyze program and unit data. Two off-campus cohorts within the Pupil Personnel Services
credential program are included within PPS data and are not regularly disaggregated except for
student course evaluation data, comprehensive examination results, and narrative focus group
data. While additional data from these cohorts can be easily disaggregated, program faculty has
not seen the need to disaggregate based on the continued success of these cohorts. Advanced
programs likewise fit within the unit assessment system as noted for initial programs above and
maintain similar processes for candidate complaints.

2c. Use of Data for Program Improvement — Initial

Teacher Preparation X
2c. Use of Data for Program Improvement —

Advanced Preparation X

Summary of Findings for Initial Teacher Preparation

The unit has provided evidence that they regularly use assessment data to evaluate courses,
programs, and clinical experiences. Minutes, reports, and interviews revealed student course
evaluation data are systematically analyzed by faculty, directors, and unit administrators to
review the performance of regular and part-time faculty and their courses. Course evaluation data
are aggregated across the unit as well as disaggregated by program and location for further
analysis. IPADS reports, minutes, and interviews confirmed faculty review assessment data as
part of the evaluation of programs and clinical experiences. Assessment retreats have focused
more recently specifically on the review of assessment data for program evaluation and the unit
intends to more systematically infuse the review of assessment data into regular unit and program
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faculty meetings. The IPADS reports identify many changes initiated by programs and the unit
over the last several years. Of the 38 initial program decisions/actions reported in the IPADS,
approximately 15 were based on some type of assessment data or collection of candidate
feedback. Interviews with candidates, faculty, and P12 partners appeared to verify that the unit
and programs are responsive to feedback from candidates and from the analysis of assessment
data and do not hesitate to initiate changes in programs and unit operations. The unit has
established an effective technology-based system for accessing candidate assessment data through
the V drive and ProfPort Webfolio available to all faculty. In particular, the ProfPort Webfolio
allows faculty to readily share assessment feedback with candidates. Candidates in interviews
spoke highly of the ease of its use and availability of feedback. Course evaluation feedback has
been regularly provided to all faculty, both part and full time, and has recently been transitioned
to a web-based system. This allows for more timely access for faculty to receive candidate
feedback on their courses and teaching.

Summary of Findings for Advanced Teacher Preparation and/or the Preparation of Other School
Professionals

Advanced programs mirror the findings listed above for initial programs. The changes initiated by
programs and the unit over the last several years reported in IPADS reports identify 39 advanced
program decisions/actions of which approximately 25 were based on some type of assessment
data or collection of candidate feedback. Interviews likewise verified the responsiveness of
advanced programs to feedback from candidates and from the analysis of assessment data.

Overall Assessment of the Standard

The unit has a clearly articulated and functioning assessment system in place that effectively uses
technology to collect data from initial programs, advanced programs, and the unit as a whole. The
assessment system includes a variety of evaluation measures aligned with standards and tied to
clear transition points throughout programs. While the unit has made significant strides in
developing and implementing assessments throughout programs, evidence is lacking that scoring
ensures fairness, accuracy and consistency. The unit has developed systems to collect, analyze
and evaluate assessment results. Staff and technology resources are committed to data collection,
recording, aggregating and disaggregating using technology-based programs. Data are regularly
compiled, summarized and analyzed by faculty as programs and as a unit. Numerous examples
were provided of changes made to programs, many of them guided by evaluation of data.

Areas for Improvement and Rationales:
* AFIs corrected from last visit —

1. Assessment practices as delineated in the assessment plan do not reflect a unit-wide
coherent system. (ITP) (ADV)

Rationale: The unit has made continued progress toward a unit-wide coherent system
through the creation of signature assignments in every program, clear common transition
points across programs, and the compilation of unit data from alumni, employer, exit, and
state surveys and course evaluations. Unit-wide use of common systems for the collection
and analysis of data were noted.
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2. Portfolio data have not been systematically aggregated, and survey data have not

been disaggregated for some programs. (ITP) (ADV)

Rationale: The unit has made continued improvements in its ProfPort electronic portfolio
software to allow for aggregation of assessment data from the electronic portfolio. The
unit has disaggregated survey and other data for each of its programs to report in its
biennial IPADS reports.

* AFlIs continued from last visit —
3. Procedures to ensure fairness, accuracy, and consistency in the assessment of candidate
performance were not available. (ITP) (ADV)
Rationale: While the unit has developed signature assignments in each program through
faculty input and collaboration, there is little evidence that the scoring of these assignments
has ensured fairness, accuracy, and consistency. Most rubrics used in the scoring remain
basic and does not describe specific behaviors. Minimal evidence was found for faculty
discussion or training around consistent scoring of assessments.
*  New AFIs - None
NCATE Recommendation for Standard 2 Initial Teacher Preparation - Met
NCATE Recommendation for Standard 2 Advanced Preparation - Met

State Team Decision: Met

Corrections to the Institutional Report: None
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STANDARD 3. Field Experiences and Clinical Practice

The unit and its school partners design, implement, and evaluate field experiences and clinical
practice so that teacher candidates and other school professionals develop and demonstrate the
knowledge, skills, and professional dispositions necessary to help all students learn.

Information reported in the institutional report for Standard 3 was validated in the exhibits and
interviews. (If not, provide an explanation and indicate the pages of the IR that are incorrect.)

X Yes O No

Element Unacceptable | Acceptable | Target
3a. Collaboration between Unit & School Partners
— Initial Teacher Preparation X
3a. Collaboration between Unit & School Partners
— Advanced Preparation X

Summary of Findings for Initial Teacher Preparation

The unit has a strong collaborative relationship with several partners in the area, including one
Professional Development School and one partner school working toward the PDS designation.
Methods courses are taught at PDS schools, which provides mutual benefits. School and unit
faculty report satisfaction with the arrangement. Many adjunct faculty used either currently
work at or have retired from working in the local schools, providing a good foundation for
collaboration on field and clinical experiences. Both school faculty and unit supervisors report
opportunities for input through frequent contact and respectful relationships.

The unit has an Advisory Committee for formal input from the field. Meeting minutes verify
partner input, from suggesting a cooperating teacher orientation to discussion of making the
secondary candidate placement easier. Committee members cited other examples of response to
their input. For example, the special education program embedded learning about autism in
coursework, and the secondary methods, once taught to all candidates together, is now separated
by content area and usually taught by a qualified local practitioner. Documents provide examples
of partnerships for grants and projects that have strengthened the relationships.

The Directors of Field Experiences work closely with schools to place candidates appropriately
and monitor candidates’ development. Documents and interviews with the Director and school
faculty show that the unit identified sites that met its standards. The Director met with the
principal and staff to orient them to the unit’s purpose in field experiences, then solicited
placements in those schools. The principal or designee works with the unit to find cooperating
teachers. Handbooks and orientations clearly outline the expectations and process, and
cooperating teachers sign an agreement to provide the support and resources expected. If a
placement seems problematic, the supervisor works with the school faculty to improve the
situation and determine if a change is advisable. School faculty interviews indicated the unit
supervisors and placement director work collaboratively on these concerns.

The unit and partners share expertise to support candidate development. Local practitioners are
invited to take part in professional development offered by the unit; some reported participation
in the cost-free opportunity. The unit provides training for cooperating teachers and principals,
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and over 80 people attended the sessions in 2007-08. Many school faculty reported that the
orientation was useful. Monitoring by both cooperating teachers and supervisors support
candidate learning and outline strengths and areas for continued growth. The cooperating teacher
and unit supervisor meet to share their observations. Input from the school faculty helps direct
changes in the program, such as revisions to the observation forms and moving observations for
candidates to the beginning of the week.

Summary of Findings for Advanced Teacher Preparation and/or the Preparation of Other School
Professionals

Collaboration with partners is similar for Advanced Teacher Preparation and Other School
Professionals. Partners serve on the Advisory Committee. Documents and interviews confirmed
joint endeavors that benefit both the partners and the unit, including efforts to expand the use of
Lesson One (a social-emotions curriculum) in Ventura District, work with a cochlear implant
manufacturer to provide educational materials, and reading professional development for local
teachers.

The Program Director and/or field coordinators work with the field to place candidates
appropriately. Since these candidates are frequently employed by a district, collaboration is used
to find a qualified supervisor within the system. Because the unit has a strong relationship with
the nearby schools and communities and often can find a qualified unit graduate or adjunct faculty
member to serve as a site supervisor, appropriate supervision can be identified at the sites. Field
handbooks in the various programs outline the supervisor qualifications and expectations of the
school faculty and the process for guiding the candidate through the experience. The site
supervisors and unit supervisors both provide feedback and support for the candidates and meet
regularly with them. If the two supervisors are not able to meet after an evaluation, there is
timely communication about the monitoring. Candidate interviews verify a high level of support.

3b. Design, Implementation, & Evaluation of
Field Experiences & Clinical Practices — Initial X
Teacher Preparation

3b. Design, Implementation, & Evaluation of
Field Experiences & Clinical Practices — Advanced X
Preparation

Summary of Findings for Initial Teacher Preparation

Documents and interviews confirmed established transition point assessments that ensure that
candidates meet entry and exit criteria for clinical practice. The design and assessment of those
experiences reflect the conceptual framework, standards and program outcomes. Candidate and
school faculty interviews indicated they understood the expectations.

Forty-five hours of field experiences are embedded in foundations courses prior to the methods
course of 192 hours. The experiences begin with focused observation activities and progress to
varied, more demanding tasks. The field experience requires a three day takeover; that experience
and feedback help prepare candidates for the more rigorous 16-week clinical practice. A review of
syllabi and candidate work samples confirm the developmental nature.

Technology use is integrated into the initial Multiple Subject and Single Subject programs.
Candidates use technology in coursework. Candidate interviews confirm technology use with
students. Cooperating teachers praise the candidates’ technology skills. Lesson plans require
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assessment strategies for all lessons, and the assignment for TPE3 requires an extensive review of
the assessment plan and data.

Teacher education candidates receive frequent feedback. Supervisors observe at least 6 times
during fieldwork and 12 times during clinicals and provide feedback on each program outcome.
Two formal assessments are given. Seminars once a week during clinicals provide additional
support and feedback from peers. Candidates report they feel well prepared and supported. If
issues arise, the unit supervisor meets with the candidate and school faculty, and an Intervention
Plan is initiated if necessary. School faculty are impressed by unit level of involvement.

The unit selects school-based clinical faculty carefully. The handbook clearly outlines the
standards, and the unit works closely with the principal to identify cooperating teachers. The
unit maintains a list of cooperating teachers who have met the unit’s standards, and candidates
evaluate the cooperating teachers.

Unit supervisors are carefully selected, often from recently retired practitioners or current
teachers provided leave time by the unit. Supervisors attend an orientation and at least three
meetings each semester. The use of a supervisor is reconsidered after concerns are repeated.
Cooperating teacher and principal interviews were very complimentary about supervisors, who
are seen as easily accessible, in continual contact, and supportive.

The Education Specialist Mild/Moderate and Moderate/Severe programs are similar. The
candidates participate in 140 hours of field experience before the 600 hours of clinical experience.
The program requires two different placements, and the field coordinator’s relationship with
schools helps provide many sites and qualified site supervisors. The unit supervisor meets with
the site supervisor and provides the expectations and orientation. The unit supervisor observes
candidates six times during the clinical practices and provides written feedback. Candidates report
satisfaction with the supervision. Candidates pass a benchmark each semester, which focuses the
learning and evaluation. The coursework requires use of technology, and working with diverse
learners is embedded in coursework and each evaluation. The Deaf/Hard of Hearing Special
Education program is similar, with 107 hours of field experiences and 230 hours of clinical
practice.

Field experiences differ somewhat for MS and SS interns. The unit requires completion of the
foundation courses, which include fieldwork hours, prior to methods, and the district provides a
mentor teacher and a site supervisor who also evaluates. For special education interns, the unit
works with the county to train appropriately credentialed peer coaches. The internship program
is being phased out of most initial programs other than special education. Most special education
interns have been practicum candidates for two semesters or more before becoming an intern.

Summary of Findings for Advanced Teacher Preparation and/or the Preparation of Other School
Professionals

The design, implementation, and evaluation of field experiences and clinical practice for advanced
teacher candidates and other school professionals are handled similarly. Documents verify
entrance and exit criteria for each program. The fieldwork is generally embedded in the courses. In
the Pupil Personnel Services program, the practicum experience is 100 hours including both
observation and counseling practice; the clinical practice requires 600 hours at two different
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public school levels. For the reading program, 40 field experience hours are required throughout
the program. The Educational Leadership Administrative Services program has 160 hours of
fieldwork embedded in three semester of courses; more than one level placement is required, and
candidates go to the Leadership Training Center for one placement with a site supervisor who can
guide the candidates through the activities at the level different than their work place.

All programs require work with diverse groups and placement at more than one site. Use of
technology is embedded in each program. Likewise, each program requires research and analysis
of data.

Fieldwork is evaluated by the instructor according to a rubric reflecting the conceptual
framework, state and national standards, and program outcomes. At the practicum level,
candidates receive feedback from both the unit and site supervisor. Site supervisors must meet
the outlined criteria and be accomplished professionals. Expectations are either specified in a field
handbook or checklist and reviewed through discussions with the unit supervisor. Except for the
Ed Leadership program, there are frequent contacts between unit and site supervisors as
candidates progress. Assessment tools used throughout the programs give feedback specific to
the framework, standards and outcomes. A review of the documents and interviews with Program
Directors confirm that the assessments are developmental. Candidates report appreciation for the
support they receive from both site and unit supervisors.

Field experiences for interns in the counseling program are monitored somewhat differently. They
are supervised by an appropriately credentialed site supervisor who works closely with the unit
supervisor. Other advanced programs, Master’s in Education and Master’s in Special Education,
also handle fieldwork a little differently. A portion is an induction program which is district
based and governed by state education codes. The action-based research element is generally d